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In 1975, the National Institute of Education awarded six contracts

to conduct ethnographic field studies of urgan desegregated schools. The

decision to make the awards was controversial, but in the end Ray Rist was

able to convince other NIE officials that such studies were appropriate to

inform the research agenda of the newly formed Desegregation ‘Studies Team,

. _ “
For NIE's purposes, studies that focused on the process of interracial

ES

schooiing promised to generate new'insightsi Later, Rist (1979: p.7) was

L]

to write:

P

‘ Despite the pressing need to learn more of the political
and social dynamics of school desegregation, of the inter-
actions within multiracial student populations, and’ N
of how schools learn to cope with new discipline and
community relations matters, the research has been
extremely limited. The very large majority of studies
have not been grounded in the analysis of the day-to-day
working out of school desegregation.

- -
-

- Y

The resulting studies did accomplish this objective. Almost three years

later, detailed analyses of the schools wereAéubmitted to NIE, and NIE reviewers

dubbed them successful studies but gloomy in terms of the prospedts for

;chool desegrégation. The schools studied all had been i?itially chosen
péﬁause they were reputed to be good examples of desegregated schools within
the respective school districts. Yet the research teams found that even in
these good schools, éesegreéatiou was not being smoothly implementéd and had
encountered significant resistance on many fr;nts. There was considerable ,
difficulty in the schools in even defining the appropriate meaning of deseg-
regation., Further, in absence.of such agreément, "business as usual" (Ségar
and Schof;eld,;1979) was the reaction of schools. As a result, resegregation

of the schools and classrooms ensued; crder became a heightened priority;

and the individual student, student, and administrator were left to fend on:

- ~




" his/her own (Rosenbaum, 1979). ’

The ethnographies, of course, revealed much more than can be summarized
-3

here and interestingly raised for NIE and us, as the researchers, the problem

'i:; / &
of how to reduce the detailed site-specific findings into a set of results

:Eﬁéc could be communicated to policymakefél In the end, two régﬁg;naifferént‘
approaches were attempted under tg%,guidance of Murray Wax. One approach
¥ i‘:; .

was to summarize the similar lessons from-all_sffés (Wax, 1979a) by condensing
Y

¢, s
the five final reports submitted (one contract did d?t submit a final report

< ° . . - -
.in time to be included). This approach, however, 74; criticized in the

same volume by LeCompte (1979) as not being able ﬁb credibly and convincingly
support the conclusions due to a lack of detail/and becéuse it iénoyed the 5

idiosyncratic differences which seemingly were also pblicy relevant. .

Y

The other approach was to let the res%prch teams themselves agree on a set
/

|
|
|
of salient issues and to conduct cross-site analyses based on the data from -
. - . . |
all the sites. This attempt did not include a set of commissioned critiques

|

as did the other attempt but only a summary by §os§%baum, an indeﬁendent
N
analyst (Wax, 1979b). (My above summary of the results is drawn from that attempt.)

-

‘Regardless of which summary attempt is involved, it seems that, in

large part, LeCompte's critique applies to the cross-sites essays as well as

to the final reports' summary. She, I’think, reasonably'argued:

The Wax summary of five ethnographic studies of desegregated
schools promised a great deal but does not deliver .as
much as it promises. Both Practitioners and Academics
_reading such a document will be looking for answers.--

) though of a different kind. Teachers, administrators,
and politicians will be looking for guidelines and
techniques that they can utilize toward the immediate
solution of a pressing problem; Academics will be hopeful
of an explanation of the complex phenomena under
examination, or at least a conceptual framework, ccnsis-
tently applied, which might explain variation in the
phenomena. Neither are provided, although some useful ‘

-
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. insights can be teased out of the material presented,
. . While it 1is difficult to quarrel with the well-stated
o initial premise —- that ethnography is a particularly

useful tool for studying processes such as those invglved
in deiggregation of schools, and 1s a technique

which provides insights garnered by no other means -- the
brevity of the report has obviated the richness of data and

", “explanatory detail which is the hallmark of good
ethnography and permits its conclusions to be well-groundeds

What remains are some rather trite and atheoretical .
explanations for the failure of schools really to

desegregate == such as the absence of effective .
leadérship from the principals -- and an idiosyncrat¥é
view of the whole process of desegregation which ignores
some of the more important structural aspects of the
conflict inherent in such a -situation. .gn short, the
article under review earns plaudits for what it attempts
‘to do and some serious criticisms for what it fails

to do jLeCompte, 1979: 118).

As condeming as this critique is, I beljeve it is instructive in that
it proposes that the summar attempt does not end up being either truly ethno-
. ¢ - e v
graphic or policy-relevant. The desegregation ethnographies and the yarious

L4

attempts to communicate their findings (Clement, Eisenhart, and Harding, 1978;

Collins and Noblit, 1978; Ianni et al., 1978; Scherer and Slawski, 1978;

éhhofield and Sagar; 1978; Rist, 1979; Henderson, 1931) all were able to offer

Yet how do we account for tihe failure at the

3

adequate analyses of each site.

v -
attempts at ethnggraphic synthesis: I propose the failure to attain a true

ethnographic synthesis for the deseg;egation ethnographies is common to all

Essentially, the failure is attributable

-

attempts at ethnographic synthesis.

to our lack of understanding on two fronts. First, we simply lacked a theory of

social explanation appropriate to an interpretive social science. Without this

theory, we reverted to summations rather than explanations. Second, we lacked

an understanding of the relationship of research to practice, and how social

explanation and practice are related. Fortunately, I believe both of these

problems can be overcome and in the remaindér of this paper I will explain the

o




3 ‘ o
’ rudiments of a policy-relevant ethnographic synthesis. In general, it seeps

o concretely on the data that we ignored the nature

v

- .to me that we focused s

of, explanation, and ended up "not seeing the forest’for the trees',

-
o
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Theé Problem of Ethnographic Synthesis 2

“
- “

The two summary attempts (Wax, 1979a, -1979b) were essentially similar

—4n that they focused on attaining “general’ conclusions:” . : -

At a meeting in November, 1977, agreement was réeached

that the investigating teams should participate in

a small venture toward achieving more gerieral conclu-

sions from the ethnographic specifics of the separate

! cases. Each team proposed or was assigned a parti-

culat topic or theme, with the notion that its members
' could secure relevant data concerning each of the other
sites. Thas, instead of five final reports, each of
which might have mentioned something about a topic
such as the relationship of lawer-class black students
to the school, there would be a single essay integrating .
the findings about the alientation of such students from
schools that were supposedly desegregated (Wax, 1979b: 1).

w

The present work constitutes an attempt to summarize and
integrate the major'findings of those five final reports
into a compass of about 30,000 words. The work was
commissioned with the hope that the process of textual
integration would serve to bring fofward the cominon
findings among the five investigators, while the
shortened size would mean a wider audience than might

4 ‘be gained by any single report. Moreover, .1t was also .
hopeqd that thé “textual integration would lead to a

- de-emphasis of the faults and virtues of the particular sites

while focusing attention. on the common problems entailed
in desegregating the schools (Wax, "1979a: v).

The summary attempts were exp%grmental in that two different approaches,

the cross-site essays (Wax 1979b) and the final report's integration, were‘
pursued. Yet the experiment did not vary how we were to summarize, only what
we were to summarize: both aimed to isolate the common findings and de-emphasize
the uniqueness of each site. Thus the experiment was to coﬁpare the essay
summary format wité the full report summary format, both based in ;eeking

common findings. While both are not an unusual Gay to summarize findings,

they entail an unstated theory of social explanation that focused on

aggregate patterns of ‘results and as such is akin to positivism although

)

o
a

we did not understand that at the time.

L4
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One might ask what is wrong about this approach. There is,little wrong N
except that the aggregation we engaged in. 1) avoided a-full exploration of |
context, and 2) did not enable an explanatory synthefizé Since the publi-
cation of the summary attempts, Turner (1980) has provided us with a "theory - L

R a

of social explanation" that enables us to better understand what went wrong ' :

v - N T ———

and what might be done about it. Turner's gormulation is especially appropriate
: i "

to ethnographic analyses in that it is based in Winch's thesis and builds
iupon the critiqued thesis to propose a theory of social explanation based
in comparative understanding, tnus rejecting the physical science analogy ..
of positiVietic social science. 7 ‘

- b

The desegregation‘ethnographies' summary attempts seemingly'belied the
rudiments of an ethnographic approach in that it ignored "meaning on context"
(Nishler, 1979). As Rosenbaum (1979b) concluded from the CrOSSrSite essays,

‘desegregation did have many different meanings in the schools studied. Yet ' .

this example reveals jow context was treated. That is, context became the

confounding variable in the search for common findings. The logic of the T
summary attempts essentially placed aggregation above understanding, and .

e

. left us in the difficult situation of attempting to discount the eCfects of
context. Only the Sullivan (1979b) essay escaped this trap. By concentrating
. on, context and conducting a comparative analysis of the five sites, Sullivan

2

was able to assess how context affectededesegregationunnd vice versa.
Unfortunately, Sullivan's aatempt was so powerful tnat it resulted in an
editorial decisionyto delete contextual descriptions from the other essays,
and possibly contributed to overall failure to attain synthesis.

Sullivan's summary attempt 1is instructive in another way. His compara=

tive analysis, much like Turner's (1980) proposal, 1s the keystone to

ethnographic synthesis. Not only does it maintain context as a salient
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: ) component of analysis; it also avoids the aggregation issue. That is, he \\

~
)

was not temptéd to make general conclusions: the aggregation of uniqueness

-

was simply nonsensical. v ‘ °

The aggregation approach to ethnographic synthesis does more thad .

*  ignorecontext, it stops short of explanation. Turner (1980) argues:
Analysis of aggregate patterns can help set up puzzles,
. and differences in aggregate patterns may %qu&re
explanations that cite differances in practices. But
_ the question "Why the different practice?" is not
" touched by the analysis. (p. 97) ~ .

~
»

. B
It is Turner's contention that a truly adequate explanation 1s much more involved
than simple aggregation and interpretation of the resulting aggrégate patterms.

A truly adequate explanation requires a comparative unders;anding.and is much

s
like a translation: _ B -t
Earlier it was remarked thiat the relation between
translation and explanation was sometimes intimate.
We can now see that the logical relation between
thi's sociological issue and the translation issue
i more than intimate. The hypothesis to be tested
is a conjunction\of the two hypotheses, that 1s, the two ' .
hypotheses taken\together. One cannot test the one T .
. - . .hypothesis without assuming the adequacy of the

other. But because one does not ever test the two ’ {

. types of hypotheses separately, this “3ssumption"
is more reasonably regarded as part of the hypothesis

> itself. Thus each translation has a "sdciological' compo-
. : nent of practices that are assumed to be followed.
-z The fact that we test translations, or at least . .
intelligibly argue for and against them, means that - .

’ ® the sociglogical component is tested as well. So
we have a criterion for evaluating the validity of
the sociologlcal component in the same sense that )
we have criteria for evaluating the translation. The
criterion is exactly the same, because it applies to
the conjunction and not to‘theetranslation or the
sociological component separately. There 1s a recog-
c nizable senge in which the sociological component,
: ' is a comparative explanation. So here we are deaiing
with a sociological explanation that we assess as we -
¢ assess a translation, and in this -sense we are
treating sociological explanation as translation
- (Turner, 1980: 60—}). . .

. .
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Turner's formulation essentially atgues that an’ adequate explanation sets

pa

a comparative ''Puzzle" (the conjunction"of two Hypothesgs as above) and

assesses the evidence regarding the puzzle, and rejects or reformulates -

b
the puzzle: )

-

. .

In defining the puzzle, we proceed as though we o
hypothesized that where we would follow such and 8uch “ v
a rule, -the members of another s6cial group ox
persons in anothér social context would do the same.
This was called the same-practices hypothesis, »The puzzle
is set by identifying the breakdown in the hypothesis.
. The explanations that constitute the solutions to
' these puzzles, it was suggested, are kin to another,
familigr, kind of explanation: the.explanation of a
: gameg'tby describing one as a variation of another --
by describing“phem and emphasizing their differences’
, and analogies.\: The different practice in a social, .
. group or social context that raises the puzzle is S
explained in the way.that a different ryle‘of a game 1is

explained (Turner, 1980: 97)"

This form of explanation does not require a prior knowledge or theoxy

-

.

to formulate and solve an adequate puzzle. 1In fact,” Turner responds to a *\\) ?
.question about the necessity for a general framework:

What is logically peculiar:about the .... question: ,
is that it seems to rest on the idea that "what is
important? is something that can be decided in
advance of explanation or apart from it. It is
illicit to prejﬁdge the question of which facts about
society are truly "fundamental'.... Assessments

o of what is fundamental, if they are ever intelligible
as factual claims, may be based on factually valid
explanation, and not vice versa (Turner, 1980: 77).°

The aggregation approacﬁ to ethnographic synthesis that we employed
in desegregation ethnograbhies not only was context—stripping, it impedéd
explanation ang thus negated a true ethuographfc,synthesié. The aggregation

across context procedure only defined an-set puzzles and because of the
A 1

s

focus on commonalities probably resulted in inadequate definitions of the
\

i : - . \
puzzles. Better puzzle definition would have resulted from a focus on theé
.‘ -
¢onjunction of two same practice hypotheses. This would have allowed ¢ 0

w
-
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context as part of the explanation and would have required an explqﬁécxgd

that "translates" the practiées and conditions in one school into the

practices and conditions of the otyei schools. 1In shoft, LeCompte's (1979)

. / - -
critique of the final reports' summary (but dpplicable to the cross-site
¢ . -

summaries except possibly Sullivan's attempt) is apt. We did fail to pravide
the explanation that Academics might have wished, and, as is common imall

research, the failure is attributable to methodology employed., We simply did.-
: ¢ . ™~

- ~

not have the advantage of Turner's (yetato;bé%published) theory of *social

explanation, for LeCompte's, solution to focus ‘on similarities and differences
. e

-

. is also an aggregation attempt at synthesis, Thggfwhile her critique is apt,

1

her -Solution is lacking. S e . .

Pd -

The Practice Puzzle . !

@

. The second component of LeCoﬁpte's crici&ue was that the summary attempts

*

failed to inform practice as it had also failed to inférm academics- She

writes: ) : ) .

¥ 4
Part of .the summary document focuses on causes of
failure internal to the school establishment itself.
. . So doing reinforces the belief, common among educa- -
tors, that the solution to social problems lie_ in
some magical manipulation of the clients, structure,
or employees of the school, rather than in some major
rearrangement of social structure relationshipg/ in
. » society (LeCompte, 1979: 122); - ,

This critique of the final reports' summary,certainli has its points. First,
‘1t points.fo the problem of levels of analySisf The problem that an organi-
zation or program experiences may be a larger. problem of social institutions

B ' . R
~and thus simply not amenable to a solution on the organization or program

+

level. Second, it points to the falacious assumption that all problems are
' ’ LT - ,- ’
*  amenable to ratlonal administrative Bolutions. As Mannheim (1936: 115-116)

B T -

“ | “ - li . i b amernmn
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writes: . . . N K .. . L, -
) . CoT : T e ., ﬁ .
There is no question that we do have some knowledge '
concerning that part of social life in which everything ~
and life itself has alreadynbeen rationalized and Tt s
ordered. Here the conflist between theory and practice
Y does not become an issue because, a8 a.matter of fact, ., .
) the mere treatment of an fndividual case by subjecting it g
to a generally existing law @an hardly be designated. C
. as political practice. Rationalized as our 1ife may seem . p
to have become, all the rationalizations that have taken: '
: place so far are merely partial since the most important
. realms. of our social life are even now anchored in the
irratipnal. Our economic 1ife,. although extensively
rationalized on the technical side, and in somg limited
- connections\ calculable, does not, as a whole constitute
a planned economy. In spite of all tendencies toward .
serustification and organization, free competition still
plays a dectsive role. Our social structure is built qlong , -
class lines, which means that not objective tests but T\
. jrrational forces of social competition and struggle . o
decide the place and function of_ the individuallgg\sociéty.
Dominance in ‘national ‘and intetnational-life is achieved
through struggle, in itself irrational, in which chance:
plays an important part. These irrational forces in society
form that sphere of social ‘life which is unorganized t
and unrationalized, and in which conduct &nd 'politics
becomegticcessary. The’ two/main sources of ‘irrationalism .
in tha¥sscial structure (uncontrolled competition and’
domination by force) constitute the realm of social life
& which is still unorganized and where politics becomes
4 necessary.: Around these two-r centres there accumulate
. those ‘other more profound irratignai elemenfs% which we '
call emoiions (pp. 115-116). . ,

i -

~ .

Some problems are-amenabie to rational solutions, while others requir
N s .

Q\sjiitical |
opes. In the case of desegregation, LeCompte's. critique is again apt on “

both, points. The desegfégation issue is not essentially a school problem

~ ) . -
although that in no way\justifiestegregated schools. Further, desegregation,
. . - . )

wegaqdiess<8f the proposals of tEg piann%d change approach, is not as
. <

amenable tn rational so%utions as many would think. Much of what the individual ]

]

eéﬁnographies documented was the politics of race and class in the schools and .

classrooms. .

f )

H0we§erg LeCompte's critlque fails again to point to an alternétibe that

- * 5
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would have enabled the ethnqgraphig synthesis to inform‘Pélicy. In large
part, it could be argued that the mistake is not defining the essential puzzles
of practice. That is to say, if explanation is translatiozn, then }esearch
to inform practice must define, set and assess some practice’ puzzles about

research and practice. The puzzle would ask what 1is different about the

3
L

4 I .
résearch and practice in question and offer a comparative explaqgtiog,

.
‘\ Whilewcertainly each issue on which research hipes to inform practice

would require a somewhat unique puzzle, ‘it is possible t detail the form

«
¢

fK\of the puzzle, if not the exact content. Shackle (1966: 767) gives us a

" ¥ direction: } N

. - In everyday language and in that of the policy_scienaes,
-* decision includes two quite contrasted meanings. Two
contrasting psychic activities, two attitudes to life
and two different types of mind are ipvolved. There
oo . are truth-seekers and truth-makers. On the one hand,
the pure scientist deems himself to be typically faced
withsa problem which has one right answer. His
_business is in the map-maker's language, to get a fix
' . on that problem, to take bearings from opposite ends
- of a base-line' and plot them to converge upon the K
solution, the truth to-be-found. On the:other hand, the
pdet-architect-adventurer sees before ‘him a landscape
inexhaustibly riqh'in suggestions and materials for '
making things, for making works of literature or art
or technology, for~makiﬁg policies and history itself,
or perhaps, for making the complex, delicate, existential
system called a business. . :

Y

Thus the puzzle of applied ethnography must involved translations between
explanations of truth-seekers and truth-makers. This translation, however, is
more possible for some research approaches than others. If we are to assume

that research must respond to the world of practice than vice versa, then the

"originative' acts of truthmakers would suggest that for the puzzle to be set,

~

-

social research must be ible to "anticipate" and thus lessen the emphasis on

o

prédiction that currently holds sway. Seemingly an applied ethnography must

be even more a science‘of becoming than we have thus far achieved, espécially

3 1
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. ~ if research hopes to inform politics as well as administration. Shackle (1966:
758) further elaborates the puzzle by focusing on the questions of decision:,

My first proposition is that decision is choice.amongst

the products of imagination. All we know or can knaw f
concerns what is past.... Everything we know about the ' |
future is an inference, the end of a reasoning process,

whether or not the reasoning is sound, But decision is \
wholly concerned with the future. “Decision is choige

of future action aimed at results which we look for in the

further future. Thus, decision cannot be the choice of

facts. We do not find displayed before us a range of

entities which, at one and the same time, are facts already

realized and therefore, observable, and are also hypotheses,
figmentsg imaginations of what might come true- in some

future remote or immediate. The questions_ for the

investigator of .decision are: (1) Does the, past repeat

itself? In what sense, and in what circumstances does it

do so? How can we feel whether it will repeat itself?

For to know that hte past is going, in known respects, to

repeat ictself, is know some part of the future in those

respects. (2) When the kind of degree of repetition that

we can rely on are only sufficient to circumscribe, and

not to describe with precision and certainty., those aspects

of the consequences of present action which concern us,

how can we adapt our policy-decision to this lack of

knowledge? .

The general form of the puzzle of the policy sciences thus seems‘to be
substantially different than the puzzles of the social sciences. The two
general puzzles of the policy sciences seem to be: 1) how much-will the future

_‘i’r be like the past; and 2) how much is decision like knowledge. LeCompte,

however, seemingly implied that more detailed findings in context would be the

rudiments of the solution. However, it seems that a more radical departure
: . A
from normal social science is necessary, if we are to achieve an ethnographic

. . synthesis that can inform practice. ;

However, it should be evident that explangtion for policy purposes will

not :suffice as an explanation for social science purses, and that practical '

hd .
v

. research does engender some threats . S

p
In applied research the threat to the researcher is that of conQZZEIbn\fEQE
2 .

intellectual to technician. Merton (1957: 217)_succinctly formulates the

. 4 . ' ¢
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f problem: -

From all this arises the dilemma facing the intellectual

who is actively concerned with furthering social innova-

tion. Not too inaccurately, this may be expressed as a

slogan: he who innovates. ig not heard; he who ix heard

does not innovate. If .the fntellectual is tg play an

effective role in putting his knowledge to work, it is

increasingly necessary -hat he become a part gf'a

bureaucratic power-structure, This, however, often

requires him to abdicate his privilege of exploring policy~- -

possibilities which he regards as significant.- If, on

the other hand, he remains unattached in order to preserve

full opportunity of choice, he characteristically has

neither the resources to carry through liis investigations

on an appropriate scale nor any strong likelihood of

T _having his findings accepted by policy-makers as a basis
for action. . - : /

.

The dilemma, however, is clearly more involved. The applied research borders
on classic alientation, separatfng thought from action, as he or she serves tﬁg
interests of the powerful in the “policy space” (Rossi, 1980) which they are

allowed. Thus surrendér substantive discussion of goals for detailed study of

-

means. As Rossie (1980: 897) warns:
It should be kept in mind, however, that applied social
research is no occupation for would-be philosopher kinds.
The applied researcher ordinarily does not get very close
to the seats of decision making and policy formation.
. The threat to the researcher, unfortunately, is second to the threat ’ v
to knowledge. Tailloring research’ to the interests of the powerful will do
little to advance knowledge and understanding. At best the result would be
a proto-theory having all the trappings of theory but lacking in one fundamental
aspect -- perspective. It transforms our understanding of the social meanings

and multiperspectivai realities (Douglas, 1976) that humans attach to everyday

1ife. Further, it requires that knowledge is useful to the powerful. Knowledge

is produced to fit the characteristics of the demand (and the puzzle),

P -

* including limits on perspective, time Snd funds and thus approach to be used.
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Utilitarian culture is an enemy of applied ethnography (Rist, 1980). The
limits placed upon it may mitigate its ability to be able‘to both‘apprehend.
and comprehend the social reality at issue. More importantly, however, utili-

tarianism engenders a substantive theory that research will not be able to

4 -

critique. A utilitarian culture implies an appropriate interpretation to events:

Utilitarian culture also has other consequences of considerable
importance for social theory. Most particularly, it
entails a shift from the traditional definitions of the ¥
object-world in which the moral dimension (the "goodness-
badness" dimension...) was comparatively salient, to

' definitions in which the power dimension (their "strong-
weak" dimension...) becomes increasingly salient. Utili-
tarianism's focus on consequences engenders an increased
concern with the sheer potency of objects as a way of
achieving desired outcomes, ‘independent of thé moral dimen-
sion. It is thus not simply that utilitarianism fosters
a concern with cognitive judgments as distinct from moral
evaluations, but that cognitive judgments themselves come
to center on judgments of potency. 1In this view, to know
what is, is to know what is powerful; knowledge is power,
when knowledge becomes a knowledge of power (Gouldner,
1970: 84). ’

’

Uéilitarian culture attempts to redefine the nature of social research
and even the meaning of the variables of factors that we ideétify. Furthet,
it will seiect,vbecause of the'interest in power, deterministic caugél
chains as the subjects of interest. The threat of utilitariﬁn culture, then,
is its reification of rationalistic models that seek to explain struggle, power,
and emotion as tgchnical'probl?ms in prediction and control, and thus propose
administrative solutions over a poiitica one: it attempts to transform

political problems into technical, administrative problems. Rossi (1980: 897)

writes:

Applied social research ténds to be conservative, devoted
mainly .to the examination of policy alternatires that are
not radically different from existing social policies.
Fine tuning, rather than revolution, is on the political
agenda. At best, applied social research is politically
congenial, both to those who are liberals and to right

. of liberals. ———
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The threat of policy-relevant research then lies in the constraints

policy puts on phe relevant puzzles for investigation. Yet, it would seem
if explanation entails a conscious‘and explicit comparison and translation of
ethnog;apﬂic hypotheses into practice hypotheses that the threat is somewhat
lessenéd. The puzzle maintains both hypotheses and this explicit comparison
may be sufficient to guard against the thrqgt pf utilitarian gulture on
. ethnographic synthesis. Nevertheless:AtO—the extent that research in education
is applied research, the issue will not disappear.

LeCompte's critique of the policy—relé@ance of the desegregation ethno-
graphies' synthesis then is revealed primarily to be a technical complaint
that the synthesis does nog entertain her explanation of the failure of ‘

desegregation. - Her critique is pointed and seemingly accurate. Yet it does not

lead us to an adequate account of how the ‘ethnographic synthesis could be

. policy relevant..

Some Conclusions

1 have attempted to account for LeCompte's assessment that the summary
attempts of the‘desegregatioh ethnographies were failures. LeCompte seemingly

did us a great service in defining the issues. She pointed both to the

- -

problems of explanation and policy—felevance. However, LeCompte was less able
to provide direction as to the solutions to these failures, which or course was
beyond her charge for the critique. Nevertheless, it is instructive to note
that her iﬁplied soluqions, more grounding and detailed description and more

theoretical explanation, do little to attain an ethnographic synthesis. What

. was apparently needed, I have argued, was a theory of social explanation and a

comparative understanding of the nature of-rescarch and practice.

r
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—of school deéeg

&hile I would argue that the summary attempts of the desegregation

ethnographies are but a case in point in the problem of ethnographic synthesis,

it i4 important to remember that the failure to attain synthesis does n

-the individual ethnographic analyses or the tesearch p

both were successful. The five si

regation ‘in process and NIE gained considerable information

to inform their research program. It was when the research teams and NIE

thought the -studies were sufficiently powerful to warrént synthesis that

'the problems ensued. If this paper has informed ethnographic sysntheééﬁ as the

result of an earlier (but unsuccessful) attempt, then even this aspect of the

" -

NIE program has been successful.

ot critique
rogram of NIE, Seemingly,

tes individually yielded detailed descriptions




